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Abstract: With the widespread and continuing adoption of managerialism in the public 
sector, ignoring the impact of change on employees could prevent managerialism from 
achieving its goals. Subsequently, this study investigates the efficacy of an augmented 
demand-control-support (D-C-S) model in predicting three of the key employee out-
comes in the context of organizational change-psychological health, job satisfaction, 
and organizational commitment. Analyses of a survey of 207 employees in the Australian 
public sector, a sector that has undergone, and continues to undergo, substantial change 
toward managerialism, found that the augmented D-C-S model explained a significant 
proportion of the employee outcomes in the public sector context. The most important 
variables were work-based social support and job control. Coping style and perceptions 
of work conditions, such as pay, were also significant. The augmented D-C-S model pro-
vides a useful, proven tool for managers operating within the contemporary public sector. 
Keywords: coping, employee well-being, job satisfaction, job strain, managerialism, 
occupational stress, organizational commitment, social support 
Global public sector reforms since the 1980s have emphasized greater 
accountability and a management philosophy (e.g.P·2]) that seeks to apply the 
management practices commonly used in the private sector to the conduct of 
public administration, often referred to as "managerialism"Y] The aim has 
been to reduce costs while maintaining standards of accountability and ser-
vice. [4] These changes have had a considerable impact on public employees. [5] 
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Employees are of critical importance to the success of any organization, 
especially in service industries, [6,7] and this holds true in the public sector. [8] 
Managerialist reforms often involve radical structural, procedural, and cul-
tural changes[3] that have a human cost for public sector employeesJ9] This 
can have unintended consequences. For example, Bone[IO] has found that 
intensification of nursing work restricted the use of tacit skills in emotion 
work with patients. 
The consequence for public employees has been elevated levels of stress 
and anxiety,IIl-B] reduced satisfaction [14] and declining levels of organizational 
commitment. [15] These outcomes result in substantial costs for public sector 
agencies and ultimately affect their overall efficiency and effectiveness.I16] For 
example, Brunetto and Farr-Wharton[17] found that job satisfaction of early 
career police officers was negatively affected by cost cutting reforms. Similarly, 
Wilson [18] reports a negative relationship between organizational commitment 
and observed political behavior associated with managerialism. 
The human and economic costs of managerialism, especially in terms of 
job stress, require that steps be taken to build healthier working environ-
ments. [16] In order to test the mechanisms through which managerialism 
impacts on employees further research is needed. [13-15] This study will investi-
gate whether one of the most widely used theoretical models underpinning 
recent occupational research on employee outcomes-the Demand-Control-
Support (D-C-S) modelI19]-can be applied to, and be useful in, a public 
sector environment that is operating under the rubric of managerialism. 
THE DEMAND-CONTROL-SUPPORT MODEL 
The original Demand-Control (D-C) model used a two dimensional design 
incorporating job demands and job control to predict stress-related illness, or 
strain.{20] It was expanded to include social support, following studies demon-
strating the moderating effects of social support on job strain,[21,22J and is cur-
rently referred to as the D-C-S model. 
The model offers key insights into the impact of the work environment on 
the employee but, like other generic models, has been criticized for focusing too 
heavily on a narrow range of generalized work characteristics and ignoring more 
situation-specific variables. [23,24] The addition of situation-specific variables can 
enable prediction of larger proportions of outcome variables such as strain than 
when the generic model only has been llsed.(24-26] The present study will investi-
gate both the generic variables contained within the D-C-S model and stressors 
that are specific to the participating organization. Identification and measurement 
of these two sets of variables will enable researchers and managers to ascertain 
the work characteristics that most impact on the well-being of participants. 
In addition to augmenting the D-C-S with organization-specific stres-
sors, the present study will separate and evaluate the influence of work and 
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non-work support. Research suggests that work-based support is particularly 
important for preventing or reducing occupational strain. Several large cross-
sectional studies indicate that perceived support from work supervisors and 
colleagues is associated with lower levels of perceived stress.I27-30] Further-
more, this and other research[31.32] have revealed a strong correlation between 
social support at work and self-reported physical and mental health. There has 
been a tendency to focus on work-based support when examining the relation-
ship between social support and job strain and overlook the support provided 
by family and friends, yet research has found that non-work sources of sup-
port (rather than work support) are predictive of job strainP3] A key aim of 
this study is to assess the relative influence of work and non-work support. 
Incorporating both work and non-work support is supported by literature 
(e.g., [34-36]) that suggests that a focus on specific forms of social support, 
rather than global measures of individual integration into social networks, is 
required to measure the influence of social support. 
COPING RESOURCES 
Descriptions of the stress process indicate that employee-level outcomes 
(including well-being and job strain) are influenced by both environmental char-
acteristics such as job control, social support, and organizational sources of 
stress and individual variables such as coping strategies.[37.38] Transactional 
models propose that when faced with adverse or stressful conditions, individuals 
draw on coping resources to either reduce or ameliorate the impact of these nox-
ious stimuli (e.g., [39]). Typically, such models focus on individual coping 
capaclties when describing the onset of stress, and ignore contextual issues. 
However other models, such as the conservation of resources theory, [40] concep-
tualize coping resources as both internal and external characteristics or ener-
gies.l41) In the work stress context, internal coping resources refer to cognitive or 
behavioral strategies adopted by the individual that are directed towards modi-
fying or avoiding stressful conditions. [42] External resources include conditions, 
objects or energies available in the surrounding environment that can help the 
individual reduce or manage sources of stress.[40] Consistent with the D-C-S 
model, controIJautonomy and social support are regarded as the most important 
work conditions (i.e., external resources) in addressing work stress. (41] 
Internal coping resources can be either problem or emotion-focused.[431 
The former involve attempts to modify, or manage the source of the stress, the 
latter involve efforts to regulate the heightened emotions that result from 
exposure to threatening stimuli, whilst also avoiding direct confrontation with 
these threats. Both have been closely linked to measures of employee wellbe-
ing. Coping strategies aimed at . modifying the problem are reported to be 
effective in reducing stress in the workplace[441 and have been found to be pre-
dictive of job satisfaction (e.g.,r45]). There is not complete support for the 
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relationship between problem-focused coping and job satisfaction. For exam-
ple, Fogarty(46) found that this form of coping was not predictive of job satis-
faction, although there was an indirect effect via psychological strain. 
Although the coping literature typically conceptualizes coping resources as 
consisting of individual capacities (e.g.,[391), there is evidence that these internal 
resources are heavily influenced by external resources. For example, efforts to 
deal with excessive job demands have been found to be more effective when the 
problem-based coping style was matched by a high level of job control. [47] 
Empirical support for a coping-control interactive term raises the possibility that 
a similar relationship could exist between coping and social support, although 
this relationship is under-researched. [47J Nevertheless the coping x support inter-
action has considerable intuitive value. Efforts to employ problem-focused cop-
ing strategies in situations where the individual has insufficient guidance and 
advice from supervisors is likely to lead to errors.. increased workloads and, 
overall, the development of more problematic situations. An active coping strat-
egy coupled with poor social support-like a misfit between coping styles and 
control-may eventually lead to "learned helplessness. ,,[481 That is, encouraging 
employees to adopt the more positive, problem-focused coping styles, while 
doing nothing to improve the quality of worker support, could undermine rather 
than enhance employee well-being. 
EMPLOYEE OUTCOMES: EMPLOYEE ATTITUDES 
AND WELL-BEING 
Among the most researched elements of organizational behaviour are employee 
attitudes, where particular attention has been given to job satisfaction, organiza-
tional commitment, and work stress, all of which have been found to be related 
to employee performan~e, absenteeism, intention to quit, and turnover. [49,50] 
Given the present study's D-C-S approach, the authors were particularly inter-
ested in job-specific and context-free well-being. Well-being may be specific to 
certain contexts (e.g., work) or may include more general feelings that people 
have about themselves irrespective of the context.[SI] 
Job-specific wellbeing covers a range of work-related factors, including 
job satisfaction, alienation from work, job attachment, and job tension. Job 
satisfaction is one of the most commonly researched aspects of jOb-related 
well-being[52] and has frequently been associated with a range of work condi-
tions including job demands (e.g.,[S3]), and job discretion (e.g.,[221). Context-
free wellbeing includes overall levels of happiness, life satisfaction, depres-
sion and anxiety. Studies that have examined the context-free wellbeing of 
employees have frequently focused on measures of psychological health 
including depression and anxiety (e.g.,[33,53]). 
When examining the key employee attitudes in organizations job satisfac-
tion and organizational commitment have been found to be closely related, 
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with commitment often seen as a more stable and long-tenn attitude than job 
satisfaction-although they are inter-related and impact on performance 
(e.g.,[54,551). Organizational commitment is generally defined as an attach-
ment to the organization[54] and, when compared with the most commonly 
examined employee attitudes, typically has the strongest link with turnover.[49J 
Job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and work stress have consistently 
been found to be related (e.g.,[56]). Similarly, studies have found that these three 
outcomes are important employee-centerd variables in the context of organiza-
tional change, [57] including in the specific context of the public sector. [14J 
With the widespread rise of managerialism in the public sector, research is 
needed to investigate the impacts of those changes on employees. This study 
will investigate whether one of the most widely used theoretical models under-
pinning recent occupational research on employee outcomes, the D-C-S 
model, [19] can predict key employee outcomes in a public sector environment 
that is operating under the rubric of managerialism. Subsequently, this study 
represents one of a very few analyses of the full D-C-S model in the public sec-
tor context. In addition, this project goes further by examining the impact of 
augmenting the D-C-S model with occupation-specific (i.e., public sector) stres-
sors, above and beyond the core generic D-C-S modeL By examining the human 
impact of work within an environment characterised by managerialism, this 
study seeks to highlight the issues that management should focus on in order to 
build healthier and more conducive working environments that, in turn, could 
assist the effectiveness of the public sector organization. 
:METHOD 
Sample 
The Australian public sector has been a substantial and early adopter of manage-
rialism. [3] Th~ study sample consisted of staff from a department within a 
medium-sized Australian public sector organization. The department had been 
through substantial changes as it adopted and implemented policies and practices 
as part of the managerialism reforms. It was located in an Australian capital city 
and employed 346 staff in a range of occupational groups including: human 
resource managers, psychologists, accountants, designers, engineers, and clerical 
personnel. The department was situated in the organization's Head Office and all 
employees were invited to take part in the present study. A copy of the question-
naire, along with a letter from the CEO encouraging members to participate in 
the survey, was sent to employees' home addresses. People were asked to com-
plete the questionnaire and return it in a reply-paid envelope. Employees 
received reminder e-maHs five and ten business days after the initial distribution. 
A total of 207 (59%) staff members completed and returned their survey 
questionnaires. To summarise the demographic characteristics of the sample, 
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60% of the respondents were male and the vast majority (86%) were aged 30 
years and over. Almost all (97%) were permanent employees and 72% had 
been employed with the organization for more than 10 years. 
Measures 
The questionnaire used in this study was divided into three sections. The first 
section included three self-report scales that were designed to measure the 
dependent variables, psychological health, job satisfaction, and organizational 
commitment. The scales covered in the second section assessed the indepen-
dent variables and these included job control, job demand, social support, 
coping responses, and organization-specific stressors. In the third section, 
respondents were requested to provide demographic information including 
gender, age, and length of time in current position. 
Psychological health 
The GHQ-12 consists of two sets of six items that are designed to measure 
self-perceived psychological health. [58] The first set of items deals with 
healthy functioning (e.g., been able to concentrate) and the second set deals 
with abnormal functioning (e.g., losing self-confidence). Participants com-
pleted a four-point scale ranging from "not at all" (scored as zero) to "much 
more than usual" (scored as three). Higher scores indicate higher levels of 
perceived health. The scale had a Cronbach's alpha of 0.87. 
Job satisfaction 
Job satisfaction was measured using a IS-item scale developed by Warr.[59] 
This scale was designed t6 measure the satisfaction-dissatisfaction felt by par-
ticipants in relation to various aspects of work (e.g., physical conditions, man-
agement, salary, and job security). Minor changes were made to the terms 
used in the scale to ensure it reflected the language used by study participants. 
Participants responded on a seven-point scale ranging from "very satisfied" to 
"very dissatisfied" (i.e., the higher the score, the higher the dissatisfaction). 
The scale had a Cronbach's alpha of 0.92. 
Organizational commitment 
This variable was measured using Porter, Steers, Mowday, and Boulian's[60] 
well-known six-item scale. An example item is, "1 am willing to put in a great 
deal of effort beyond that normally expected in order to help this university be 
successful." Each item was rated on a five-point scale ranging from "strongly 
disagree" (1) to "strongly agree"(5). The scale had a Cronbach's alpha of 0.87. 
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Control 
Participant perceptions of the amount of control they experienced at work 
were measured using the nine-item decision latitude scale developed by 
Karasek. (611 The scale consists of two theoretically distinct sub-dimensions, 
skill discretion, and decision authority. [62] Participants were asked to respond 
on a five-point scale ranging from "strongly disagree" to "strongly agree" 
(i.e., the higher the score, the higher the level of agreement). The scale had a 
Cronbach's alpha of 0.83. 
Job demand 
The Quantitative Workload scale[63] was used to measure job demands. This is 
an II-item scale that encompassed both psychological and physical job 
demands. Participants were asked to respond on a five-point scale ranging 
from "rarely" to "very often." The scale had a Cronbach's alpha of 0.91. 
Social support 
Support in work and non-work life were measured separately using the 17-
item scale developed by Etzion.[641 Participants were asked to indicate the 
extent that various support features are present in their work and non-work 
lives. Nine of the items assessed the level of support received from work 
sources (i.e., supervisors, co-workers, and subordinates) while the remaining 
measured the support from non-work sources (i.e., family and friends). Partic-
ipants recorded their responses on a five-point scale ranging from "always 
present" to "never present." The Cronbach's alpha for the work and non-work 
sub-scales were 0.84 and 0.90, respectively. 
Coping (Internal) 
Problem and emotion-focused coping was measured using Nowack's[431 IO-item 
measure. Five of these items assessed problem-based coping responses (e.g., "Ask 
others to modify or change their behavior to make things better for me. "), and the 
remaining five measured negative, emotion-focused responses (e.g., "Blame, eriti-
cize, and put myself down for somehow creating or causing the problem."). Par-
ticipants were asked to record their responses on a five-point scale ranging from 
"never" (::1) to "always"(=5). The Cronbach's alpha, for the problem and emo-
tion-focused coping responses, were 0.60 and 0.72, respectively. 
Organization-specific stressors 
Participants were asked to respond to a 27-item organization-specific stressors 
scale that required them to indicate the extent that each of the factors listed was a 
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source of stress in their job (refer Appendix 1 for the organization-specific stres-
sors included in this scale). A five-point scale ranging from "not at all" to "major 
source of stress" was used. The organization-specific stressors scale was based 
on the results of a qualitative study involving a cross-section of staff members. In 
this study, a semi-structured focus group was undertaken to identify the sources 
of stress experienced by participants. Eleven staff, representing a cross-section of 
the department, took part in this focus group. The results revealed 27 separate 
stressors that were experienced by participants. Member validation checks and 
comparisons with the occupational stress literature (e.g.,l651) indicated that the 
overall analysis had satisfactory levels of internal and external validity. 
RESULTS 
Prior to undertaking the analysis, the data was screened and assumptions 
tested using the checklist developed by Tabachnick and Fidell. [66J There were 
a small number of out-of-range scores and once these had been rectified, all 
means and standard deviations appeared to be plausible. The missing data 
were randomly dispersed among variables and these data were treated using 
listwise deletion. [67] The evaluation of assumptions, particularly when investi-
gating collinearity and multicollinearity, indicated that the data were robust to 
the assumptions of normality, linearity, and homoscedasticity of residuals 
inherent to the mUltiple regression analyses. [66] All statistical analyses were 
undertaken using SPSS 11.5 for Windows. [68) 
The descriptive statistics and correlations are shown in Table 1. The corre-
lations were conducted to highlight the pattern of relationships between the 
generic conditions represented in the D-C-S model (Le.,job demand, job control 
and work-based support), the coping measures and six organization-specific 
stressors. The six organization-specific stressors used in the bivariate correla-
tions were selected by taking those stressors that were rated by at least 50 per-
cent of respondents as being a moderate, large, or major source of stress (i.e., a 
score of three, four or five on the five-point scale). There was a clear gap 
between the top six organization-specific stressors and the next most common 
source of stress. The purpose of identifying the most common moderate-major 
stressors was to ensure that the selected sources of stress were relevant to as 
many of the respondents as possible (see Appendix I for a full list of the organi-
zation-specific stressors and the percentage of respondents who rated each 
stressor a moderate to major source of stress). 
Table 1 consists of the intercorrelations between the dependent and indepen-
dent variables. A key feature of this table is the large number is significant corre-
lations between the target measures and the predictor variables. The dimensions 
of the D-C-S, the coping measures and the organization-specific stressors were 
all correlated with psychological health. The direction of these relationships was 
also in the expected direction. For example, all six organization-specific sources 
Table 1. Descriptive Statistics and Correlations Among Study Variables 
Mean S.D. 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
1. Psychological health 21.31 5.46 
2. Job satisfaction 72.76 15.04 0.40** 
3. Organizational 20.26 4.27 0.21** 0.48** 
commitment 
4. Job demand 41.85 6.45 -0.18** -0.05 0.07 
5. Job control 31.75 5.56 0.19** 0.35** 0.41** 0.39** 
6. Social support-work 37.49 9.97 0.37** 0.54** 0.31 'I":/" -0.20** 0.11 
7. Social support- 50.pO 10.53 0.18* 0.01** 0.01 -0.07 -0.06 0.13 
non-work 
8. Coping- 15.66 2.47 0.11** 0.13*f 0.16** 0.13** 0.22""* 0.15** 0.18** 
pro blem-focused 
9. Coping- 17.17 3.11 -0.41** -0.19** -0.07* 0.06* -0.13** -0.18** -0.12"1<* -0.07* 
emotion-focused 
10. Heavy workloads 2.83 1.29 -0.49** -0.29** -0.11 0.62** 0.08 -0.27** -0.05 -0.01 0.20** 
11. Not enough time 2.89 1.33 -0.46** -0.33** -0.13 0.58*:/" 0.06 -0.34** -0.04 -0.02 0.22** 0.81 ** 
12. Lack of 2.72 1.29 -0.40** -0.25** -D.01 0.52** 0.12 -0.39** -0.07* 0.06* 0.17** 0.63*1< 0.62** 
human resources 
13. Lack of recognition 2.42 1.21 -0.30** -0.58** -0.23** 0.03 -0.21 ** -0.55** 0.08** 0.02 0.20** 0.22** 0.26** 0.26** 
14. Staff not pulling 2.48 1.27 -0.10 -0.28** -0.10 -0.15* -0.06 -0.32** 0.03 0.03 0.14** 0.29** 0.31** 0.35** 0.28** 
their weight 
15. Pay not as good 2.49 1.36 -0.11 -0.43** -0.28** 0.02 -0.05 -0.28** -0.02 0.02 0.17** 0.21** 0.19** 0.12 0.38** 0.41** 
~ Note: *p < .05; **p < .Ol. 
t-' 
~ 
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of stress were negatively correlated with psychological health, job satisfaction, 
and organizational commitment. Similarly, all but one of the independent vari-
ables (support from non-work sources) was significantly correlated with job sat-
isfaction and, again, the direction of the relationships were as expected. \Yhile the 
correlation matrix suggests that all independent variables have a close association 
with the measures of well-being, they do not provide an accurate insight into the 
relative contribution of these variables. Likewise, the bivariate correlations do 
not allow for the interaction terms (e.g. demand x control x problem-based cop-
ing) to be tested. Multiple regression was therefore used to clarify the predictive 
capacity of the D-C-S, coping and the organization-specific stressors and to iden-
tify possible interactions between variables. 
A four-step hierarchical regression was initially performed for each of the 
target variables: psychological health, job satisfaction, and organizational 
commitment. The demographic variables, age and length of time in current 
position, were entered into the regression equation first to control for possible 
confounding effects. No relationship was found between the demographic 
variables and the outcome variables. The demographic variables were 
removed from subsequent analyses. The D-C-S variables - job demand, job 
control, and work and non-work support - were entered into the second step 
so as to identify each variable's unique contribution to the dependent vari-
ables. Step three in the regression consisted of the two coping variables (posi-
tive and emotion-focused coping), whilst the fourth step contained the 
organization-specific stressors. 
Two sets of interactive terms were also tested in the original regression 
analyses. The first set consisted of the D-C-S interactive terms, demand x con-
trol and demand x control x support. Consistent with numerous other studies 
investigating Karasek's original and expanded models, these terms failed to 
reach statistical significance and made negligible contributions to the amount 
of variance in psychological health or job satisfaction (as measured by the 
adjusted R2). Similarly, the interactive terms involving the coping and D-C-S 
variables (the second set of interactive terms), added little to the predictive 
capacity of the model. In addition, the interaction between work-based sup-
port and problem-focused coping failed to have a discemable impact on the 
R2. The interaction terms were subsequently omitted from the regression 
equations, leaving the main effects for D-C-S, coping and organization-
specific stressors in the final analyses. 
The overall equation shown in Table 2 significantly explains the variance 
in psychological health, R2adJ = 0.473, F (12, 149) = 13.066, p < 0.001. The 
overall equation was also significant for the outcome measures of job satisfac-
tion, R2adj = 0.481, F (12, 145) = 13.148, p < 0.001, and organizational com-
mitment, R2adj == 0.226, F (12, 153) = 5.015, p < 0.001. The detailed results of 
the multiple regression analyses in Table 2 indicate that support from work 
sources was the only independent variable that was predictive of all three out-
come measures. While job control was strongly associated with job satisfaction 
Table 2. Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Variables Predicting Psychological Health, Job Satisfaction, and Organizational 
Commitment 
Psychological Job Organizational 
Health Satisfaction Commitment 
Independent VariabIe B SEB P LlR2 B SEB ~ Ll.Rt B SEB ~ L\R2 
Step 1 
Job demand 0.07 0.05 0.11 -0.23 0.19 -0.11 0.01 0.06 0.02 
Job control 0.10 0.06 0.11 0.67 0.19 0.22** 0.25 0.06 0.32*** 
Support (work) 0.09 0.04 0.18* 0.44 0.13 0.26** 0.15 0.04 0.32** 
Support (non-work) 0.45 0.03 0.10 0.20*-1<* -0.01 0.09 -0.01 0.35*** -0.02 0.03 -0.06 0.18*** 
Step 2 
Coping-problem -focused 0.35 0.12 0.17** 0.46 0.42 0.07 0.24 0.13 0.13 
Coping-emotion-focused -0.51 0.09 -0.33*** 0.16*-1<* -0.37 0.32 -0.07 0.01 0.12 0.10 0.08 0.01 
Step 3 
Heavy workloads -0.72 0.43 -0.19 1.14 1.50 0.09 0.06 0.46 0.02 
Not enough time -0.72 0.41 -0.20 -1.85 1.39 -0.15 -0.36 0.44 -0.11 
Lack of human resources -0.72 0.31 -0.20* 0.31 1.05 0.03 0.06 0.34 0.02 
Lack of recognition -0.06 0.32 -0.01 -4.16 1.05 -0.30*** 0.54 0.34 0.15 
Not pulling weight 0.47 0.28 0.12 0.38 0.91 0.03 0.09 0.30 0.02 
Pay not as good 0.22 0.25 0.06 0.11 *** -2.72 0.81 -0.23*i' 0.12*** -0.81 0.26 -0.25** 0.03 
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and organizational commitment, it was not predictive of psychological health. 
Conversely, both the problem and emotion-focused coping variables were pre-
dictive of psychological health, but not job satisfaction and commitment. The 
salary-related stressor, "pay not as good as people doing similar work" was 
the only organization-specific stressor that was closely linked to more than 
one outcome variable (job satisfaction and organization commitment). 
DISCUSSION 
Work-based social support was the only significant predictor across all three 
employee outcome variables. Job control and the perception that pay was 
not as good as others doing similar work were significant predictors of both 
job satisfaction and organizational commitment. Both facets of coping pre-
dicted psychological health (strain), although the emotion-focused coping 
variable was a negative predictor, whereas problem-focused coping was a 
positive predictor of psychological health. Lastly, the perception that there 
was a lack of human resources to accomplish tasks predicted psychological 
health and the lack of recognition for good work predicted job satisfaction. 
Overall, the results show that the work characteristics described by the 
augmented D-C-S accounted for a significant proportion of the explained 
variance in psychological health, job satisfaction, and organizational 
commitment. 
Work Versus Non-Work Support 
Social support from work sources was found to have a particularly strong 
effect on both forms of employee well-being and organizational commitment. 
The strong predictive capacity of work-based support is consistent with 
numerous other studies (e.g.,f21.22)) and adds weight to the view that work-
based support offers important opportunities for building healthier and more 
satisfying work environments that increase the employees' attachment to the 
organization. 
In contrast to work-based support, there was no significant relationship 
between non-work support and the measures of employee well-being. 
Although this finding suggests that the support provided by family and frieng.s 
does not have a significant influence on employee well-being in this specific 
context, there have been contexts where non-work support has been a better 
predictor of well-being than work-based support.[33) The prominent influence 
of social support also suggests that future research needs to adopt a more spe-
cific (e.g., facet-based) approach to conceptualizing and measuring social 
support. 
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The Role of Internal and External Coping Resources 
Despite the lack of support for interactions between the internal and external 
coping resources, the results of this and previous research suggests that both 
sets of resources still need to be considered when developing strategies to pro-
tect and enhance employee well-being. The close relationship between the two 
fonns of internal coping styles (i.e., problem and emotion-focused coping) 
indicates that cognitive and behavioral resources can have a powerful influ-
ence on people's ability to cope with the pressures associated with manageri-
alism. Where employees rely heavily on emotion-focused strategies, training 
needs to be provided to encourage workers to adopt cognitive and behavioral 
approaches that focus more on the so~rce of the problem. Of course, work 
conditions (i.e., social support) were also predictive of respondents' psycho-
logical well-being and actions aimed at boosting employee health should 
address both internal and external coping resources. 
The failure of internal coping resources to capture a significant proportion 
of the variance in job satisfaction or commitment does not mean that employee-
centerd coping resources should be overlooked when developing strategies to 
improve these outcomes. Psychological health, job satisfaction and organiza-
tional commiunent are highly correlated and fluctuations in one variable are 
likely to be'associated with changes in the other (e.g., as found in[46,69]). Further, 
other studies in the public sector context have found that coping can impact on 
these outcomes, such as commitmentp4] possibly highlighting a context differ-
ence that researchers need to be aware of. Therefore, enhancing individual cop-
ing capacities are likely to have an indirect effect on job satisfaction and 
commitment via improvements in psychological well-being. 
The results do not support suggestions[70] that age and experience are 
important factors in the stress process, with no relationship found between 
these demographic variables and the outcome variables. Similarly, no signifi-
cant interactions were found between problem-based coping, job demand and 
job control (contrary to[47J, among others). 
The Augmented D-C-S Model 
The success of the augmented D-C-S model in predicting the three key 
employee outcomes examined in this study highlights the value of adapting a 
parsimonious generic model, such as the D-C-S model, to the public sector con-
text. The core D-C-S model accounted for the majority of the explained vari-
ance for both job satisfaction and organizational commitment and accounted for 
the largest share of explained variance for psychological health. The strength of 
the core D-C-S model conftrms the value of this model in analysing organiza-
tional behavior. The augmentation of this model with occupation-specific issues 
further improved the efficacy of the model. 
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The more specific variables accounted for a notable percentage of the 
explained variance for context-free and context-specific (i.e., job satisfaction) 
well-being. The inclusion of these organization-specific issues provides an 
adaptability to the core model that allows diagnoses and inte~entions to be 
tailored to the situation. For example, the strongest of the supplementary 
issues, the perception that pay was not as good as other people doing similar 
work, provides a specific avenue for exploration by managers and interven-
tions addressing this issue would have a direct impact on job satisfaction and 
organizational commitment. 
Job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and work stress are impor-
tant employee outcomes in the context of organizational change.[14.16,57] The 
finding that the augmented D-C-S model is powerful at predicting job satis-
faction, organizational commitment, and job strain in the public sector, pro-
vides a useful, proven tool for managers considering or implementing 
organizational change in the public sector. 
There are two limitations that need to be kept in mind when assessing 
the results of the present study. The study employed a cross-sectional design 
and therefore the results are limited to the period that the participants were 
surveyed. The ability to develop firm conclusions regarding the predictive 
capacity of the D-C-S and organization-specIfic stressors would be strength-
ened by a longitudinal study. The second limitation relates to the reliance on 
the subjective views of the participants and the subsequent concern this 
raises about common method variance. This concern applies more to the 
dependent, rather than the independent variables. In terms of perceptions of 
working conditions, studies have shown a high correlation between expert 
ratings of job conditions and subjective assessments. [71,72] However, addi-
tional objective measures of the outcome variables would enhance the valid-
ity of future research projects. 
CONCLUSION 
The organisational changes inherent to managerialism have an impact on the 
public sector employee that is often overlooked and forgotten. With the wide-
spread and continuing adoption of managerialism in the public sector, this 
research has sought to investigate the issues that that predict employee out-
comes in the public sector. The impact of these changes on employees can be 
ameliorated by managers applying the augmented D-C-S model, or by incor-
porating the key issues highlighted above, such as increased social support at 
work, increased job control and training in problem-focused coping, into the 
change program. Conversely, specific programs could be critiqued, relative to 
the augmented D-C-S model to assess whether they incorporate activities that 
could lessen the impact of the change on the employee and increase the 
chance of success of the program. 
Abating Consequences of Managerialism 925 
REFERENCES 
1. Cope, S.; Leishman, L.; Starie, P. Globalization, New Public Manage-
ment and the Enabling State. International Journal of Public Sector Man-
agement 1997,10 (6), 444-460. 
2. Ferlie, E.; Pettigrew, A; Ashburner, L.; Fitzgerald, L. The New Public 
Sector in Action; Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1996, 
3. Dixon, J.; Kouzmin, A.; Korac-Kakabadse, N. Managerialism, Something 
Old, Something Borrowed, Little New: Economic Prescription Versus 
Effective Organizational Change in Public Agencies. International Jour-
nal of Public Sector Management 1998, 11 (2/3), 164-187. 
4. McKenna, H., Ethical Dilemmas in an Entrepreneurial Public Service. In 
Entrepreneurial Management in the Public Sector, Wanna, John; Forster, 
John; Graham, Peter; Eds. Macmillan: Melbou.rne, 1996; 208-222. 
5. Coram, R.; Burnes, M. Managing Organizational Change in the Public 
Sector: Lessons from the Privatisation of the Property Service Agency. 
International Journal of Public Sector Management 2001, 14 (2), 94-110. 
6. Arrowsmith, J.; McGoldrick, A. HRM Service Practices: Flexibility, 
Quality and Employee Strategy. International Journal of Service Industry 
Management 1996, 7 (3), 46-62. 
7. Fitzsimmons, J.; Fitzsimmons, M. Service Management for Competitive 
Advantage; McGraw-Hill: Sydney, 1994. 
8. Wanna, J.; O'Faircheallaigh, C.; Weller, P. Public Sector Management in 
Australia; Macmillan: Melbourne, 1992. 
9. Vickers, M,; Kouzmin, A. New Managerialism and Australian Police 
Organizations: A Cautionary Research Note. International Journal of 
Public Sector Management 2001,14 (1), 7-26. 
10. Bone, D. Dilemmas of Emotion Work in Nursing under Market-Driven 
Health Care. International Journal of Public Sector Management 2002, 
15 (2), 140-150. 
11. Richardson, T. Managing People Is Managing Change. Australian J oumal 
of Public Administration 1987, 46 (2), 188-19l. 
12, Rees, S.; Rodley, G. The Human Costs of Managerialism: Advocating the 
Recovery of Humanity; Pluto Press; Sydney, 1995. 
13. Korunga, C.; Scharitzer, D.; Carayons, P.; Sainfort, F. Employee Strain and 
Job Satisfaction Related to an Implementation of Quality in a Public Ser-
vice Organization: A Longitudinal Study. Work & Stress 2003, 17, 52-72. 
14. Mikkelson, A.; Osgard, T.; Lovrich, N. Modeling the Effects of Organi-
zational Setting and Individual Coping Style on Employees Subjective 
Health, Job Satisfaction and Commitment. Public Administration Quar-
terly 2000 (Fall), 371-397. 
15. Young, B.; Worchel, S.; Woehr, D. Organizational Commitment among 
Public Service Employees. Public Personnel Management 1998, 27 (3), 
339-348. 
926 Noblet, McWilliams, and Rodwell 
16. McHugh, M.; Brennan, S. Managing the Stress of Change in the Public Sec-
tor. International Journal of Public Sector Management 1994,7 (5),29-41. 
17. Brunetto, Y.; Farr-Wharton, R Using Social Identity Theory to Explain 
the Job Satisfaction of Public Sector Employees. International Journal of 
Public Sector Management 2002, 15 (7), 534--551. 
18. Wilson, P. Politics, Values, and Commitment: An Innovative Research 
Design to Operationalise and Measure Public Service Motives. Interna-
tional Journal of Public Administration 2003, 26 (2), 157-172. 
19. Fox, M. L.; Dwyer, D. J.; Ganster, D.C. Effects of Stressful Job Demands 
and Control on Physiological and Attitudinal Outcomes in a Hospital Set-
ting. Academy of Management Journal 1993, 36 (2), 289-318. 
20. Karasek, R. Job Demands, Job Decision Latitude. and Mental Strain: 
Implications for Job Redesign. Administrative Science Quarterly 1979, 
24,285-310. 
21. Karasek, R; Theorell, T. Healthy Work: Stress, Productivity, and the 
Reconstruction of Working Life; Basic Books: New York, 1990; 381. 
22. Landsbergis, P.; Schnall, P. L.; Schwartz, J. E.; Warren, K.; Pickering, 
T. G. The Patterning of Psychological Attitudes and Distress by 'Job 
Strain' and Social Support in a Sample of Working Men. Journal of 
Behavioural Medicine 1992,15,379-405. 
23. Fletcher, B.; Jones, F. A Refutation of Karasek's Demand-Discretion 
Model of Occupational Stress with a Range of Dependent Variables. 
Journal of Organizational Behavior 1993,14,319-330. 
24. Sparks, K.; Cooper, C. Occupational Differences in the Work-Strain 
Relationship: Towards the Use of Situation-Specific Models. Journal of 
Occupational and Organizational Psychology 1999, 72 (2),219-228. 
25. Beehr, T., et al. Work Stressors and Coworker Support as Predictors of 
Individual Strain and Job Performance. Journal of Organizational Behav-
ior 2000,21,391-405. 
26. Narayanan, L.; Menon, S.; Spector, P. Stress in the Workplace: A Com-
parison of Gender and Occupations. Journal of Organizational Behavior 
1999,20,63-73. 
27. House, J.; Wells. J. Occupational Stress, Social Support and Health. in 
Reducing occupational stress. 1978, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare. HEW (NIOSH) Publication No. 78-140. 
28. Karasek, R; Triantis, K.; Chaudhry, S. Coworker and Supervisor Support 
as Moderators of Associations between Task Characteristics and Mental 
Strain. Journal of Occupational Behavior 1982, 2, 181-200. 
29. Winnubst, J.; Marcelissen, F.; Kleber, R Effects of Social Support in the 
Stressor-Strain Relationship: A Dutch Sample. Social Science and Medi-
cine 1982,16,475-482. 
30. Yang, c.; Carayon, P. Effect of Job Demands and Social Support on 
Worker Stress; A Study of VDT Users. Behavior and Information Tech-
nology 1995, 14 (1), 32-40. 
Abating Consequences of Managerialism 927 
31. Ganster, D.; Victor, B. The Impact of Social Support on Mental and Phys-
ical Health. British Journal of Medical Psychology 1988, 61, 17-36. 
32. Gottlieb, R Social Support Strategies: Guidelines for Mental Health 
Practice; Sage: Beverly Hills, CA, 1983. 
33. Munro, L.; Rodwell, J.; Harding, L. Assessing Occupational Stress in Psy-
chiatric Nurses Using the Job Strain Model: The Value of Social Support to 
Nurses. International Journal of Nursing Studies 1998, 25, 339-345. 
34. Cohen, S.; Wills, T. Stress, Social Support and the Buffering Hypothesis. 
Psychological Bulletin 1985, 98 (2),310-357. 
35. Hagihara, A.; Tarumi, K.; Miller, A. Social Support at Work as a Buffer 
of W Ofk Stress-Strain Relationship: A Signal Detection Approach. Stress 
Medicine 1998, 14 (2), 75-81. 
36. Terry, D.; Neilsen, M.; Perchard, L. Effects of Work Stress on Psycholog-
ical Wellbeing and Job Satisfaction: The Stress Buffering Role of Social 
Support. Australian Journal of Psychology 1993,45 (3), 168-175. 
37. Ivancevich, 1.; Matteson, M. Stress and Work: A Managerial Perspective; 
Scott Foresman: Glenview, 1980. 
38. Cooper, C.; Marshall, 1. Understanding Executive Stress; McMillan: 
London, 1978. 
39. Lazarus, R.; Folkham, S. Stress, Appraisal and Coping; Springer: 
New York, 1984. 
40. Hobfoll, S., Conservation of Resources: A New Attempt at Conceptualis-
ing Stress. American Psychologist 1989, 44, 513-524. 
41. Dollard, M., et al. Unique Aspects of Stress in Human Service Work. 
Australian Psychologist 2003, 38 (2),84--91. 
42. Parkes, K. Coping, Negative Affectivity, and the Work Environment: 
Additive and Interactive Predictors of Mental Health. Journal of Applied 
Psychology 1990, 75, 399-409. 
43. Nowack, K. Initial Development of an Inventory to Assess Stress and 
Health Risk. American Journal of Health Promotion 1990, 4 (3), 173-180. 
44. Havlovic, Stephen 1.; Keenan, 10hn P. Coping with Work Stress: The 
Influence of Individual Differences; In Occupational Stress: A Hand-
book; Crandall, Rick, Perrewe, Pamela L., Eds.; Taylor and Francis: 
Philadelphia, 1995; 179-192. 
45. Gellis, Z. Coping with Occupational Stress in Healthcare: A Comparison 
of Social Workers and Nurses. Administration in Social Work 2002, 
26 (3),37-52. 
46. Fogarty, G.; Machin, M. A.; Albion, M. J.; Sl!therland, L. F.; Lalor, G. I.; 
Revitt, S. Predicting Occupational Strain and Job Satisfaction: The Role 
of Stress, Coping, Personality, and Affectivity Variables. Journal of 
Vocational Behavior 1999, 54, 429-452. 
47. de Rijk, A.; Le Blanc, P.; Schaufeli, W. B. Active Coping and Need for 
Control as Moderators of the Demand-Control Model: Effects on Burnout. 
Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology 1998,71 (1), 1-18. 
928 Noblet, McWilliams, and Rodwell 
48. Lennerlof, 1. Learned Helplessness at Work. International Journal of 
Health Sciences 1988, 18, 207-222. 
49. Mathieu, J.; Zajac, D. A Review and Meta-Analysis of the Antecedents, 
Correlates and Consequences of Organisational Commitment. Psycholog-
ical Bulletin 1990, 108, l71-194. 
50. O'Reilly, C. I. Organizational Behavior: Where We've Been, Where 
We're Going. Annual Review of Psychology 1991,42,427--458. 
51. Warr, Peter. Employee Well-Being. In Psychology at Work; Warr, Peter, 
Ed. Penguin Books: London, 1996; 224-253. 
52. Warr, P. Work, Unemployment, and Mental Health. Oxford University 
Press: Oxford, 1987. 
53. Xie, J. Karasek's Model in the People's Republic of China: Effects of Job 
Demands, Control, and Individual Differences. Academy of Management 
Journal 1996, 39 (6), 1594-1618. 
54. Testa, M. Organizational Commitment, Job Satisfaction, and Effort in the 
Service Environment 2001, 135 (2), 226-236. 
55. Tett, R; Meyer, 1. Job Satisfaction, Organizational Commitment, Turn-
over Intention and Turnover: Path Analyses Based on Meta-Analytic 
Findings. Personnel Psychology 1993, 46, 259-293. 
56. Thoreson, C.; Kaplan, S.; Barsky, A.; Warren, c.; De Chermont, K. The 
Affective Underpinnings of Job Perceptions and Attitudes: A Meta-
Analytic Review and Integration. Psychological Bulletin 2003, 129 (6), 
914-945. 
57. Yousef, D. Organizational Commitment and Job Satisfaction as Predic-
tors of Attitudes toward Organizational Change in a Non-Western Set-
ting. Personnel Review 2000, 29 (5), 567-592. 
58. Goldberg, D.; Williams, P. A User's Guide to the General Health Ques-
tionnaire; NFER-Nelson: Windsor, UK, 1988. 
59. Warr, P.; Cook, J.; Wall, T. Scales for the Measurement of Some Work 
Attitudes and Aspects of Psychological Well-Being. Journal of Occupa-
tional Psychology 1979,52, 129-148. 
60. Porter, L. W.; Steers, R; Mowday, R.; Boulean, P. Organizational Com-
mitment, Job Satisfaction, and Turnover among Psychiatric Technicians. 
Journal of Applied Psychology 1974,59,603-609. 
61. Karasek, R. Job Content Questionnaire and User's Guide; University 
of Massachusetts, Department of Work Environment: Lowell, MA, 
1985. 
62. Karasek, R.; Brisson, C.; Kawakami, N.; Houtman, I.; Bongers, P.; 
Amick, B. The Job Content Questionnaire (Jcq), An Instrument for Inter-
nationally Comparative Assessments of Psychosocial Job Characteristics. 
Journal of Occupational Health Psychology 1998,3 (4), 322-355. 
63. Caplan, R D.; Cobb, S.; French, J. R P. If.; Harrison, R V.; Pinneau, 
S. R Jr. Job Demands and Worker Health; The Institute for Social 
Research: Ann Arbor, MI, 1980. 
Abating Consequences of ManageriaJism 929 
64. Etzion, D. Moderating Effect of Social Support on the Stress-Burnout 
Relationship. Journal of Apphed Psychology 1984.69,615-622. 
65. Cox, T.; Cox, S. Occupational Health: Control and MOnitoring of Psycho-
social and Organisational Hazards at Work. 10urnal of the Royal Society 
of Health 1993, 113 (4), 201-205. 
66. Tabachnick, B.; Fiddell, L. Using Multivariate Statistics, 3rd Ed.; Harper 
Collins College Publishers: New York, 1996. 
67. Roth, P. Missing Data: A Conceptual Review for Applied Psychologists. 
Personnel Psychology 1994,47,537-560. 
68. SPSS Inc., SPSS Advanced Statistics 8.0. SPSS Inc.: Chicago, IL, 1998. 
69. Cass, M.; Siu, 0.; Faragher, B. A Meta-Analysis of the Relationship 
between Job Satisfaction and Employee Health in Hong Kong. Stress and 
Health: Journal of the International Society for the Investigation of Stress 
2003,19 (2), 79-95. 
70. Selye, Hans. History and the Present Status of the Stress Concept. In 
Handbook of Stress; Goldberger, Leo, Breznitz, Shlomo, Eds. Free Press: 
New York, 1982; 7-17. 
71. Karasek, R.; Baker, D.; Marxer, F.; Ahlborn, A.; Theorell, T. Job 
Decision Latitude, Job Demands, and Cardiovascular Disease: A Pro-
spective Study of Swedish Men. American Journal of Public Health 1981, 
71,694-705. 
72. Spector. Paul E. A Consideration of the Validity and Meaning of Self-
Report Measures of Job Conditions; In International Review of Industrial 
and Organizational Psychology; Cooper, Cary L., Robertson, Ivan T., 
Eds. Wiley: New York, 1992; 123-151. 
